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Suhjcct: Oppusitioii to ITA Petition (RM No. 10687) 

~I' I ic Railtvay .Association of Canada ("RAC") hereby registers its opposition to the petition of the 
Induslrial Tclccomiiiunications Association ("ITA") to become a certified frequency coordinator 
101- I-ailroatl mobilc radio channcls in the United States. 

R4C's  members consist o f  the freight, commuter, tourist and intercity railways of Canada. I n  
dilitioii tu representing its members i n  policy development and advocacy before governmenlal 
lwd ies .  RAC scwes  as the exclusive frequency coordinator for the land mobile radio spectriiin 
% I /  I t ) c a k d  and licciisd by Industry Canada for use by the Canadian railroads. 

I)tic [ ( I  cxiciisii c ncai.-hoi-der and cross-bordcr traffic and operations, the mobile radio systems of 
r;~iIIo;~ds i i i  ! l ie t in i lccl  Slates and Canada arc essentially interoperable. In  this regard, h e  US .  
i i t id C ' i i n x l i u i  iriiili.o;icIs sliare ;I common frequency plan for land mobile radio channels at 160 
blI I/,, -150 M H i  ;ind 000 M H z ,  with RAC and the Association of Ainericaii Railroads ("AAR") 
c;tcIi pei-Voriiiiiis Llic li-cqtiency coordination function Tor channels used, respectively, in Canatla 
:iiid i l ic  Uni led Siatcs. 

~TI1cl-c arc two rcasoI1s w h y  RAC opposes [he proposal of ITA to open tip the railroad frequcncy 
cool.diliatioli ftinciion in illc U.S. to multiple coordinators. First, i t  would unnecessarily 
complicate and impede the consultative process for near-border and through-service appljcations. 
I Iis1orically. the ficqucncy coordinators at RAC and AAR have engaged in regular and routine 
cansiiliaiioii with each other on applications of common concern. This close consllltative 
I-cliitioiistiip has I-csulled i n  timely and efficient coordinatio~l decisions and effective rcsolution of 
poLcuti;il conllicts Tliesc benefits are attributable i n  large measure to the faci that the frequency 
<,(w1.ciiiiii[ors at IRAC and A 4 R  are knowledgeable about the unique operational reqtlirenients 01' 
LIIC i i ~ ~ l r o i ~ c l  indtislry. These hencHts woiild he lost i f  the RAC were required to dcal wiih 
i n u h p l i c i t y  01' ii-cclticncy coordinators in  the U.S., especially if eligibility were opened up to U.S. 
Ii-cqticncy cool-dinalor-s with no Itnowledge, expertise or experiencc in railroad operations.. 
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Second, i i  mi>Lt ld  inhibit signifcantly tlnc ability of Canadiaii and U.S railroads lo  accolnplisll 
cirlicsi\,c and ottlcrly iuigrutior to narrowband channelization as envisioned by the FCC in  I ts 

~~ccli:iiineliratioii o r  the land mobile bands in Canada. This will be a long, gradual ~nigration by 
Iailroads on both sides of the border, and will require close and careful frequency coordination 
I ~ I N  i-;iiIi.oxl radio users in  Canada and the United States, as explained below. 

T h e  niigi-ation to inarrowband ( I  2.5 kHz channel width) contemplated by Industry Canada and 
~ l i c  FCC envisaged a fairly simple replacement of wideband radios with narrowband units. 
.\IiIiough illat conversio~n mcthod may be practical for users having a relatively sinall number of 
iriidicl tinits opei-ating in  a limited geographic area, i t  is not workable for railways, which liave a 
\ c i )  IiiIgc iradio in\~cntoi-y tha t  must be changed without affecting existing train operations tliat 
x c  suppoi~Icd hy tlnc rai l  industry’s nationwide mobile radio networks i n  Canada and thc U.S. 
Hcciiiise tlnc qiiatntily of‘ radio equipment in the rail industry (both base stations and mobile units)  
i s  so \ X I .  t11c coii\~crsion necessarily will bc gradual, which means that wideband and 
ii;it.i.o\~ Ih i id  raclios \\ i l l  he iiiternnixcd during the lengthy period of time required to complete the 
COI I 1 u s  io t i .  

“l-cf <II r n i i i n ~ ”  decision and by Industry Canada in its comparable proceeding involving 

L)ni-ins \lie t r~ i i s i t i o i i ,  careful frequcncy coordination will be extremely iniporlant bccause of the 
poieiil~sl iiiteractioti of adjaccnt narrowband and wideband radio systems and the consequent risk 
o r  dcsti-uctive intederence to ongoing operations. In other words, the coininon Canadian-U.S. 
ch;inncl plan will require that railroad communications engineers and planners i n  both couiitrics 
\ w . k  closely (ogcther in implementing the migration to narrowband. 

RAC strongly bclic\,es the migration can be successful in both countries only if there is a single 
poiin[ or contact on each side regarding the frequency assignment plan during the transition. 111 

Illis i-c~;ii-d, RAC’s Class 1 freight railroad inembers (Canadian National and Canadiaii Pacific) 
; i lso ;ire ~iieinibci-s ( i f ‘  .4AR, and for some time RAC has been working with AAR on o\wall 
I I W ~ ~ I I U ~ C ~  pli~nning foi- the narrowband conversion and niigration, starting in the early I 900s 
\ \ , i i l i  [ l i e  joiiii “North Amcrican Railroad Radio Network” (“NARRN”) project, aiid more 

t111y 3s ;I liwticipant i n  AAR’s Wireless Communications Task Force (“WCTF”). This 
i~cl;i~io~isInip has th t i s  lji- worked very well. But if multiple frequency coordinators were to be 
iiiscincd inio t h e  q u a t i o n  on thc U.S. side of the border, the process o r  planning and  
iiinplctncn~ing ilnr iinigration would become unduly complex an unmanageable, and RAC’s 
cili.cli\,cness in iniplenie~iiing narrowband conversion in Canada would be seriously jeopardircd. 

Thank you lor pcoviding RAC the opportunity 10 express its views in this proceeding 
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cc:  Mr. Jcremy Dcnton 
Indus(rial ~lclesonimunications Assoc. 
I I10 N. Glchc Road, Suite 500 
I1'1111gton. \'A 72201 

CC: X1r. Allal l  Rock 
bliiiis~cr of Iiidiis~ry Canada 
Otlawa. Canadil 
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